REMARKS 

20. 

The exam >.er rejected c i - 4-5 7/15. and 17 under 15 * S §112 eondp agrapl 
on Che gro hether the ptional token *\xi c f ^ - ^ *n essential 

, a 4 he m~ \ . . m. 

,d , t < j i d (. winis 4-5, " 15 ancs "VrohuM worn s 

i , iv kit the appi'cau - \eU - , >k' . 1 

these claims. 

With the amendments to claims 15 and 17, applicant submits that claims 15 and 17 are 
allowable as depending from an allowed independent claim. 

I he mmaem rejected claims 21-25 under 35 V S i." §112. «rcvapa' on she 

ground thai there is an insufficient antecedent basis for the term "the on" appear? ag m line 5 of 

kp del 

Independent claim 21 recites "evaluate a bit of one of the registers of the register stack, 
tlie 'specified bit designated to use as a branch control bit, the bit and the one of the registers of 

H i A 1 s , v * 1 v ! K 1 ( F i ^ 

- does v v ■ anmeeden basis However to a J. su> ! i d-A 
independent chum . 1 m rerun e dm wmd "specified ' .e.meaonL hemic the word '"hf ' at u cn o 
and <-* m dm Jama 

% A k -i v in ei dependent claim 21, applicant considers independent claim 2 ! 
>k \pp i so c< miners c ins. 2-24 to be iHow ble as depending fron an 
allowable mdeneameet claim. 

Vum k.o v !. ..med n> claim 2m> s me <. am; toe c 

o> 'ic.c^vN nmncaih 'rap'opei Appu ^ 1 .s , s - , s.,v.r~ N 

- ecit.es ah ti i bit of ©aeoftlie registers of the regis tc stack" emphasis added) 
"<h 1 c on - dieregmtem s defined in independent claim 2 



Applicant therefore contends that to amend "the owe of the registers"' to "one of the registers" in 
cut vi* la let ju icoitnc * ^ c n f the 

- teoud pas ' b or ; d\d the 

pet and requests that the es. - <\ ^ n ^ v N 

be withdrawn. 

^>>- ) ! t' i 2 W U sank ^ u >< * > I s 

independent claim 2 1 . 

The examiner rejected claims 1-7 and 9-10 undt *> N > * v e< 

by U.S. Patent No. 3,577,1 89 to Cocke et al. 

n u vn > j x r ^ in vi vu v 1 1 n 'i 

in Reply to \. > une 27, 2006, the examiner stated; 

Applicant argues, "Cook's branch instructions do not specify a 

conditions is always the condition register," 

it is noted that the cited portion of Cooke, column 4, lines 49-64 
$64-67 ^ 3d 

of a plurality of registers, the content of which... rs used to compute the 

Given the K-fieid is a part of the branch 
instruction, It Is evident to the Examiner that the register does 
specify a selected register. 

) nrt 1 does not has > t t 

" ivO where the specified register is specified 
branch Instruction. The Interpretation used for claim 1 is that the 

3 '^<- t states 

that the condition register is the default register. The condition register 
(. ->r t - >. t >~ " ' tetat. 

setting still specifies a setting. The distinction between claim 1 and 
^^ao^s^i e v-c3-)^-^v« er n ~-<- that the 
-) - r ^t ^"xd^,^ ecnec i 5 ^ - f i >' 
{ ; p£ ie 4) 



in response, applicant amended independent claim 1 to clarify mat the branch instruction 

nni < s nsti kx> xv. ■« gt i i a '^p v n 

\ „ 7 2 ! eeause the reg sum i?ed for evaluating bi I c - ke's 
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branch instructions is always the Condition Register, Cocke's branch instructions do not specify 

sckxtc , v Lme ti spe. T \ i -e u o*' uegtste? Ins v vs 

disclose or suggest at least the feature of "the brunch mstnUion specify my. tin- reenter and the 
bit of die register so use , a branch control bit " as required by applicant's independent chant I . 

di ! 1 i ttet imendment i iepend 1 >pli 

u in i uokpeneco; claim I m i a > . met the ated an. <' lain;? C" and lo depend from 
independent and are therefore patcmabk lot at cast the same re no < a^ ; nlepcmJcni 

claim 1 . 

^s stattd n MPL V ~ * L J^umss. x " I do, a • se klm^ s i P ad 
place the uppbeaooo ePhu us umdrue} to? tl en iu o w mttes k> ^ tor appeal may be 
ento ~o " tu .rvi .ant am.ene.cd 1 xntu 1 i 1 t m* i h r sn h to those 
recited in showed claim 1 J, applicant contends that the amendments made (to claim 1 and the 

n nh <i ! e sp*> w m n cothtton m ^ > v < i s ' k > 

io-s en ed b> , provisions ol ?? CFR § 1.116. Applicant, therefore, respectfully requests entry 
o: the aou v. s S > c p d ^ako t 

t is believed that tsa r object s« e examine have seen 

\U , k. 1 \1kU damn arc micntahk K < k < tin: n h s ' die Carets cn 
which the) dope - eatable 

{ a.Ki c lah fan> lave been < anceled without prejudice or disclaimer. 
Any circumstance in winch the applicant has (a) addressed certain comments of the 
examiner does m raea i 1 mt concede® other comments o the ex 

v N v ^ • s " o cl .itjis does not mean that there arc not other good 
cas xaentah i s s thes i e ; < < ca 

does not mean hat he tppiica; concedes any of the examine sp sitio - id spec 
claim ot other claims. 



No fee is believed due. Please apps\ an> other required fees to deposit account 06-1050, 
1 %r lbove. 

Respectfully submitted. # 
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